For if this matter is really two-fold, part of it will doubtless be a form of flattery and a shameless method of addressing the public; the other may well be beautiful, a genuine attempt to make the souls of one's fellows as excellent as may be, a striving always to say what is best. -Plato (380 B.C.E./1952) When, in Gorgias, Socrates explored the ancient "quarrel between philosophy and rhetoric" (Fish, 2001 (Fish, , p. 1613 , he could have been describing a central tension in designing contemporary undergraduate professional communication programs. Plato might be amused to learn that philosophical and rhetorical topics have, in many ways, merged in popular and academic thought. But although labels change, concerns remain: Practical strategies, discursive techniques, and set routines may meet market demands for slick, persuasive com-munication, but learning such strategies will not necessarily equip young professionals with the critical insight to face tough ethical problems. How do we teach the art of writing in everyday affairs? What do we owe to students who need to find employment after graduation? These were the questions we asked ourselves in September 2000 as we planned to launch a professional writing degree 1 at Penn State University, Berks-Lehigh Valley, a branch campus of the larger university in east central Pennsylvania. 2 With backgrounds in composition, we determined to create a professional writing major that would emphasize the role of the rhetor in public and civic life, the kind of education Fleming (1998) imagined. We believed that a rhetorically grounded curriculum that was consistent with both classical and contemporary intentions would contribute to our students' development as ethical, open-minded, and civically invested human beings and foreground their roles as active, responsible citizens and rhetors. Our goal was to create a curriculum that combined traditional rhetorical principles, contemporary theories of language, and alternative rhetorics with contemporary professional discourse to promote practical and responsible workplace communication. In other words, we hoped to integrate the kinds of theory, practice, and inquiry described by Fleming as vital to a contemporary rhetorical education.
This article examines our arduous struggle to develop such a writing program, one that would not only meet our students' professional and intellectual needs but also achieve an identity consistent with our goals as scholars and teachers in composition. In large part, the discussion that follows describes our efforts to balance the concerns of rhetoric-ethical, intellectual, and pragmatic-in our development of the program's structure, course offerings, and course content. We begin by contextualizing contemporary debates within classical rhetoric. From there, we describe our efforts to frame and develop a professional communication program that would mediate between rhetorical and pragmatic orientations against the backdrop of disciplinary research. Finally, we discuss how pressures to be more practical and to pay greater attention to workplace demands have caused us to negotiate adaptations to the program.
Ultimately, we argue that a professional communication program that combines in its teaching the ethos of a liberal arts tradition along with the practical skills needed by writers in the workplace is both desirable and possible but that such a union is always fraught with conflict. The program must thus be flexible enough to allow for ongo-ing curricular and philosophical negotiations to meet changing contextual demands. Situating our discussion in the larger, ongoing debate to reconcile theory with practice in courses and programs, we encourage program directors (and course instructors) to allow for these competing agendas, which foster positive instability, fluidity, and adaptation.
CLASSICAL AND CONTEMPORARY CONFLICTS
Among the dialogues, Gorgias ranks as one of Plato's (380 B.C.E./ 1952) most strident arguments against rhetoric. Indeed, in it Socrates asserted that rhetoric is not an "art" or discipline at all but rather, like other unskilled practices such as cooking and cosmetology, merely a "knack" of doing something without a great deal of conscious insight (p. 25). Socrates stressed that rhetors need no genuine knowledge of the topics with which they will deal; instead, they need only a set of strategies so that that their rhetoric will appear convincing to the less informed. What is most troubling about this view of rhetoric is that it depicts rhetoric as only pretending to convey knowledge and, in the process, leads those who would pursue it away from serious investigations of truth and justice. In Plato's telling, rhetoric becomes the instrument of professional speakers, and in their hands, it serves to gratify and flatter in order to persuade.
In contrast, Socrates stated, the discipline of philosophy invites considerations of truth and seeks to inculcate virtue. Philosophical pursuit gets at the entirety of an issue by examining its depths, definitions, and competing implications. Philosophers recognize what is truly good and righteous as opposed to what may be good for certain individuals or groups at the expense of others, and because philosophers reflect on their own actions in the context of what is truly right, they lead more meaningful and satisfying lives. Plato's (380 B.C.E./1952) debate between rhetoric and philosophy raises two related questions for professional communication programs and their courses. First, is it sufficient to teach students the techniques that will enable them to write effectively-that is, to get the product sold, to get the candidate elected, to celebrate (or suppress) the company's annual earnings? And second, is it ethical to teach them these skills without also asking them to question the ways their messages are implicated in the production of contemporary culture? For example, what happens if the product is unhealthy or if the successful campaign exploits (and thus nurtures) an audience's most fundamental fears? In other words, is it enough to teach writing without examining the powerful uses and abuses of discourse?
Graduates in every field (including our own) may confront questions of conscience: the physicist who must decide whether she can work for the defense industry, the nutritionist for the school lunch program in which ketchup is a vegetable, the writing instructor who learns of a student's illegal drug use in a personal narrative. Because language is powerful and potentially manipulative, the professional writer's choices are complicated and far reaching. Should a professional communication program prepare students not only to address the circumstances in which they experience conflict but, more fundamentally, to recognize conflicts, questions, and moral imperatives in their professional settings and assignments? In Phaedrus, Plato's (360 B.C.E./1966) answer is clear: A student of rhetoric must learn more than appealing forms and strategies; the student of rhetoric must know "the truth about all the particular things of which he speaks or writes, and must be able to define everything separately; . . . and in the same way he must understand the nature of the soul" (p. 277). Thus, for a successful contemporary rhetorical education, students need the liberal arts, a program that acknowledges a multiplicity of socially constructed beliefs rather than an appeal to foundational truths. Since Miller's (1979) landmark article, "A Humanistic Rationale for Technical Writing," which suggested the value of a liberal (rhetorical) education for professional communication programs, the discipline has engaged in ongoing debates about the role of rhetoric in professional communication. Miller framed technical writing within what she called a "consensualist perspective," a nonpositivistic epistemology, to argue that technical writing can convey humanistic values (p. 616; see also E. O. . Viewing technical writing as one version of reality constructed within a particular community, she stresses that students taking technical writing courses must be cognizant and reflective of the ways they are shaped by and shape the languages and meanings of that community. Moreover, Whitburn (1984) argued that technical writing programs have inadequately served their graduates and the technical and commercial fields in which they are employed. Consequently, professional writers are hamstrung by narrowly defined models, rubrics, and techniques; a limited repertoire for engaging communicative situations; and a lack of cultivated wisdom (pp. 244-245). Relating technical communication to Quintilian's ideal orator, Whitburn advocated a broader and more interdisciplinary focus for technical writing programs. Likewise, Kreth (1996) asserted that students must be made aware of language's potential to manipulate, and they must consider the consequences of their choices, especially when their beliefs conflict with the norms of workplace culture (pp. 480-481) .
On the other hand, for a contemporary professional communication program to flourish, practical matters such as time and credit hours, diverse and attractive course offerings, and student recruitment and retention as well as postgraduation employment must also be considered. Thus, Tebeaux (1980) argued that a program that invests too heavily in humanistic study will fail "to prepare [students] for the writing they will have to do in business and industry" (p. 822), so "the point of view of the business and industrial world of which the student will become a part is the only criterion which should be used to plan and teach the course" (p. 823). For Tebeaux and others, ethics and "inapplicable rhetorical theory" are not justifiable in these pragmatic courses (p. 825). Likewise, Scanlon and Coon (1994) urged technical communication instructors and program directors to respond to the needs of professionals. Their study of practicing technical writers emphasizes instruction in basic skills, the fundamentals, as Scanlon and Coon called them, such as "outlining, good grammar, and revision skills."
Recent debates about what to emphasize in professional communication programs often promote both rhetorical and skills-based curricular orientations yet acknowledge the challenges of striking an effective balance (Allen & Benninghoff, 2004) . Allen and Benninghoff (2004) asserted that "a humanities perspective" must be vigorously maintained (pp. 179-180). Although we recognize that these often competing perspectives will create stress and contradiction, we share Bennett's (2002) belief that both ethics and effectiveness can (and should) coexist in writing programs. Bennett's explanation is consistent with our central objectives for a professional communication curriculum:
Regardless of how one defines rhetoric, most of us who study it acknowledge that being rhetorical means making deliberate choices, among various communication options, that establish a relationship with others. In Aristotle's view, that relationship should be an ethical one, displaying good sense, good character, and good will, not just because such was the moral responsibility of the rhetor, but also because it was the most effective relationship to establish with one's hearers. In other words, effectiveness and ethical responsibility should not be in opposition but should actually enhance one another. (pp. 30-31) Rather than choosing to side with or against Plato, then, we follow, as do many of our colleagues in professional communication programs nationwide, the classical advance of rhetoric through Aristotle, who understood its ethical components, to Quintilian's (A.D. 88/1979) ideal orator, a model of wisdom, discursive skill, and civic participation.
As we describe our professional communication program, noting its contradictions and tensions, we are mindful of McKoski's (2002) point that past "returns" to rhetoric and classical study have occurred at conservative historical moments and are characterized by teaching "universalized forms and principles of discourse and the valued texts of the liberal arts tradition" (p. 14). In framing our professional communication degree, we chose rhetoric not to inculcate in students particular values but rather to instill in them a sense of responsibility for the power and complexity of language in order to complicate their understanding of their future roles as professional writers.
PHASE I: FRAMING AND DEVELOPING A PROFESSIONAL COMMUNICATION PROGRAM
Our central concern in designing a 4-year degree in professional writing was reconciling the tensions between teaching practical skills and higher order critical engagement. Penn State University, BerksLehigh Valley, had only recently become a 4-year, baccalaureate degree-granting institution, and professional writing was the third degree program planned for the Liberal Arts Division.
3 From the outset, most of the liberal arts faculty resisted the degree program, in large part because it was titled professional writing. The terms professional writing and professional communication are indeed fraught with variable meanings and attendant implications (see, e.g., Couture, 1992; Faber, 2002; Harris, 1978; Henry, 2000; Kogen, 1989; Locker, 2003; Sullivan & Porter, 1993) , and for many of our faculty members, professional writing smacked of vocational or preprofessional training. Others associated professional writing with either business or technical communication courses and, as did the participants in Locker's (2003) study, viewed such a program as lacking a disciplinary validaSpigelman, Grobman / WHY WE CHOSE RHETORIC 53 tion (p. 119). In addition, as was typical of the larger disciplinary debate about professional communication's place in English departments (see Sullivan & Porter, 1993) , many of our literature colleagues wondered why such a program would be housed in the Liberal Arts Division. In contrast, some of our colleagues were ardently committed to a course of study that would, once and for all, demonstrate the usefulness of writing in the workplace; these faculty wanted courses that would teach skill sets and practical composing formulas free of theory or criticism.
As a result, the debate between the committee members assigned to develop the degree program was often volatile, with composition and literature faculty pressing for a liberal arts ethos and other members resisting this pressure.
4 Discussions were especially heated over the role of literature in the degree because the more pragmatic-leaning committee members saw no connection between reading literature and writing in the workplace.
5 One colleague and an administrator opposed all liberal arts courses in the program. At times, our committee meetings ended in shouting matches between those favoring practice-based courses and those upholding the role of literature. We finally compromised on a category that allowed students to choose six credits of either upper level literature or creative writing. During the period in which we developed the curriculum, every meeting involved some debate about the nature and usefulness of the courses to be included.
Even the program's title became a source of contention grounded in ideological differences. Many of us wanted to call the program Writing and Rhetoric to emphasize its ancient and ethical grounding as well as our commitment to a liberal education. Others argued that the title Professional Writing would elicit greater name recognition to prospective applicants (although they also likely believed the term would help to conceal the program's implicit rhetorical bias).
By familiarizing ourselves with the research in technical, business, and professional communication, we came to see our committee's dynamic as part of the larger, ongoing debate in the field, and we sided with those who would reconcile theory with practice. Although much of the literature focuses on particular courses, especially in business and technical writing, we adapted the principles described in the research to develop a comprehensive program that we believed would mediate these positions. That is, we wanted to prepare our professional writing students not only to write effectively in varied workplace and academic settings but also to appreciate the social, cultural, and ethical obligations of their future roles as rhetors. We wanted to prepare them to use not only publishing and Web design software but also critical thinking and problem-solving skills. Thus, we planned courses in which students could build not only their professional portfolios but also an awareness of the heavily contested issues that surround the writing and reading of texts.
Encouraged by the work of Sullivan and Porter (1993) to design a program that would break down the conventional borders between theory and practice (p. 410), we sequenced the curriculum to include liberal arts and rhetoric courses along with multiple practical writing courses and experiences. We stressed both the production and consumption of texts, positioning writing as the central object of study rather than "as ancillary to some other subject matter (i.e., writing as service to some other set of concerns-whether business, engineering, literature, or rhetoric/composition)" (p. 406). Consistent with Fleming's (1998, p. 184 ) conception of rhetorical education as "critical and substantive reflection about the situated relations of discourse to reason, character, and community in human action," we planned to integrate the most salient issues of writing and language-authorship, collaboration and ownership, intertextuality, discourse communities, social construction, cross-cultural communication, ideology, and others-throughout the program.
Because one of our major goals was developing students' understanding of the role of writing and the rhetor in professional and civic life, our students would study rhetoric's long-standing intellectual tradition, with its emphasis on the development of ethical communication and character. In their theory courses, students would analyze and explore written documents for their overt and hidden ideologies and values, tracing the social and political influences in their own and others' writing. They would examine texts representing a range of positions on contemporary debates in education-conservative, liberal, feminist, multicultural, moderate-studying rhetorical techniques while also considering the broader social implications of writers' positions. In planning these and other classes, we focused not only on what our graduates would do but also on who they would become (Rutter, 1991, p. 147) .
As part of its ethical and political mission, our program would also stress alternative rhetorics-issues of race, gender, class, and other categories of difference in language and discourse. Students would Spigelman, Grobman / WHY WE CHOSE RHETORIC 55 study both international and multicultural issues in professional discourse not only so that they might learn how to address diverse audiences in their written communication (Thrush, 1993) or become more attentive to nonegalitarian practices in their business writing communities (Lay, 1992) but also so that they would understand the unequal relations of power that underlie professional communication both globally and within the United States (Grobman, 1999) .
In our approach to technology, we likewise intended to blend theory and practice and to focus on both skill-building and humanistic concerns (Selber, 1994) . The required class in computer applications, which included Web design, spreadsheet programs, graphics editing, and technology-based as well as various other software programs (e.g., Microsoft Excel, Microsoft PowerPoint, Microsoft FrontPage, Dreamweaver, Photoshop, and Quark) would be framed through the lens of critical theory. Students would learn to use the technology and at the same time to think critically about it, considering who uses technology (and who is excluded from using it), for what purposes, and at what costs.
But because we were conscious of critiques of programs that were so heavily invested in rhetorical or liberal educations that they fail to connect rhetorical study "to careers and jobs" (O'Neill, LoBue, McLaughlin, Crow, & Albertson, 1999, p. 274) , we were determined to develop our students' writing skills and to offer them opportunities for practicing their craft under the direction of knowledgeable experts, mentors, and peers. We offered a pragmatic collection of courses: Advanced Business Writing, Advanced Technical Writing and Editing, Editorial Process, Article Writing, Advanced Nonfiction, Speech Writing, Advanced Expository Writing, and Science Writing. We also required an internship and the development of a professional portfolio as a culminating program experience. We included several extracurricular writing opportunities: editing and reviewing manuscripts for the journal Young Scholars in Writing: Undergraduate Research in Writing and Rhetoric; reporting, writing, and editing for the college newspaper; and tutoring in writing-intensive courses across the curriculum.
From this practical perspective, our students would confront a wide range of rhetorical situations in order to develop proficiency in composing, research techniques, problem solving, critical thinking, and negotiating workplace contexts. They would experiment with strategies for visual rhetorics, including graphics and document design; revise their work for meaning and clarity; learn to conform to general and discipline-specific writing conventions; and ultimately, become prepared to be adaptable to diverse rhetorical situations in the workplace (Tebeaux, 1985, p. 421) . In so doing, students would gain what they often say they desire most: workplace skills necessary for obtaining a job and increasing the likelihood of promotion (Lazere, 1992; Ohmann, 1995; J. Smith, 1997; Spigelman, 1998) . We understood, like J. , that many, if not most, students come to college for career advancement, and in developing this program we took seriously our obligation to help them get "those more rewarding jobs" when they graduate (p. 303).
But we were also aware of the potential for these pragmatic courses to "reproduc[e] ideology, perpetuating the ethics of commodity culture" (Thralls & Blyler, 1992, p. 16 ). Thus, although we set out to forge and maintain productive alliances with local businesses and industries in order to conduct research and to place students in internships and jobs (pp. 32-33), we often resisted the advice of our Professional Writing Advisory Council in favor of a more academic perspective. (At our first meeting, one council member looked at our course offerings and asked, "I don't care about all this rhetorical and literature stuff-how will you teach them to write?") Favoring our own goals as educators over this professional sense of workplace writing, we decided that surely our students would learn to write, but they would also become educated; we would teach them about the complexities and responsibilities of language use as well as how to write clear, efficient prose.
Acknowledging, as Moore (1996) , Redish (1996) , and others have, that technical communication often enlists a discourse style of clarity and purposefulness, we nonetheless maintain that all language is embedded within particular social systems and that most language is infused by ideology, and we know it is important that our students understand this, too. In all their writing courses, our students would be encouraged to think ideologically, ethically, rhetorically, and pragmatically. We hoped they would come to understand that their future work as professional writers, like their experiences in the program itself, would integrate and balance these crucial perspectives.
Thus, we created a major in professional writing consistent with these multiple goals. Yet, early on, we began to realize that what seemed like an ideal blend of the practical and theoretical would not be easily maintained. Only recently, however, have we come to accept this variability and indeterminacy as two of the program's most important strengths.
PHASE II: NEGOTIATING AND ADAPTING
From the start, we identified professional writing as a liberal arts major, and we repeatedly emphasized the program's intellectual and theoretical, as opposed to vocational or preprofessional, objectives. We did not realize, however, that the initial conflicts that had ensued between members of the professional writing committee portended the ongoing swing of our curricular pendulum and continued realignments in the development of our major.
We had created our curriculum around a particular set of ideological assumptions that were balanced by ethical pragmatics. We could offer technology courses, advanced business courses, and workplace writing opportunities, but these were to be couched in the contexts of critique or reflection. As our juniors and seniors began their internships, however, we had to determine whether the program had fully prepared them for the challenges and expectations of their internship sites. For example, as a fact checker for a national magazine publisher, one student knew how to conduct effective Web searches and evaluate varied sources, but our program's emphasis on collaborative invention and conceptual revision did not serve her well at a job demanding quick composing and short deadlines. Moreover, despite our belief that theory is requisite to practice, we came to see that our majors needed to know Quark and FrontPage at least as much as Foucault and Foss. We saw too that what our students knew as well as what our students could do had consequences for multiple invested parties. First and foremost were the students themselves, who, in an increasingly shrinking economic market, must be competitive for jobs and internships. Also at stake was the reputation of the program-not only because we knew our administration's concerns about hiring faculty and filling classes but also because we believed in the program and its integrity and wanted it to continue-and we knew that the program could not (and perhaps should not) endure unless it could satisfy students' needs at a number of levels.
As a result, we hired two new faculty members whose backgrounds include a great deal of professional, nonacademic work and who favor a less rhetorical emphasis. Our program faculty committee has changed somewhat from the makeup of our development committee due to career changes, but we still continue to debate these matters, usually agreeing to disagree while acknowledging the force of the others' arguments.
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We have also introduced new courses: Writing for the Web, News Writing and Reporting, and Communication Design for Writers. But an undergraduate major can require only a circumscribed number of credits, and the greater the number of practical courses admitted to the major, the fewer the spaces that are left in students' schedules for rhetorical or composing theories. Choices had to be made between technical writing, newspaper practicum, and an array of other handson courses utilizing workplace scenarios or advanced technologies and those involving controversial issues in writing and rhetoric, rhetorical traditions, and text analysis. Ultimately, we readjusted the distribution of course requirements so that now new majors take greater numbers of practice-oriented courses and fewer theory-centered ones.
Although, at times, we have experienced conflict and doubt, we have come to recognize the productive tension of uncertainty as a kind of touchstone for action, as illustrated in the case of our capstone course. Consistent with our rhetorical orientation, we first designed our capstone course so that students would develop a comprehensive professional portfolio as their culminating academic experience. They would include representative examples of the various kinds of writing they had completed in their courses and internships. We would require extensive reflection and, subsequently, revision on their writing from earlier courses, the internship, and other experiences. In an accompanying statement, students would need to apply their knowledge of a particular rhetorical theory or set of theories or principles to their portfolio. This thoroughly intellectual enterprise would have pragmatic use: to demonstrate the student's writing abilities to prospective employers or graduate schools. And until recently, we thought our plan was working.
A short time ago, we met with our advisory council to gather their views on the portfolios of our second graduating class. The portfolios included a wide range of writing and critical reflection, exactly the documents we felt certain would be useful evidence of students' abilities. To our astonishment, the council members generally advised that the portfolio must exclude items not related to the particular position for which the student planned to apply, such as academic or creative items, and must be letter perfect: checked, edited, and perhaps evaluated by someone other than the applicant for grammar, spelling, clarity, and so forth. In a job situation, they told us, portfolios are skimmed, not read. Moreover, they unanimously agreed that the more writing a student included in the portfolio, the greater the potential that prospective employers would see something they did not like. Finally, the council urged us to teach students about the entire job search process, including résumé and cover-letter skills.
Clearly, the council members did not appreciate the value of the intellectual work involved in portfolio development. They seemed unconcerned with-or perhaps unaware of-the nuances of language and its potential to manipulate or control. They seemed not to care about the ethical or ideological underpinnings of the writing or how the student might contribute to a participatory democracy. We left the meeting confused and disturbed. Then we began to ask ourselves and our professional writing colleagues what a culminating portfolio project should accomplish. In addition to its purpose, we reconsidered the question of audiences, students' intellectual development, the function of artifacts as evidence and models, and the academic integrity of the capstone course. We reread the research on writing portfolios (e.g., Yancey, 1998 Yancey, , 1999 Yancey & Weiser, 1997) and read for the first time more recent scholarship (e.g. Cambridge, 2001; Campbell, 2002; Emmons, 2003; Lumsden, Garis, Reardon, Unger, & Arkin, 2002; Pullman, 2002) and began to resee, and thus revise, our notion of the portfolio project.
After long discussions and a great deal of reflection, we have come to realize that although we must continue to listen to what the professional community needs from their employees, we must also attend to what our graduates can contribute to their work and public lives. For now, we will include résumé, cover-letter, and other job-preparation skills in our capstone course. We will continue to require a comprehensive portfolio and reflective commentary, but we will concentrate more heavily on how students can use the portfolio in the interview process to highlight their skills, abilities, and assets in relation to a particular position or type of employment. We will also spend more classroom instruction time on careful editing and proofreading, giving weight to surface issues as well as substantive content. In modifying our requirements, we do not view ourselves as capitulating to market demands. Rather, our engagement in these tensions has provided us with an expanded vision of what the portfolio is and what it means in our students' education.
CONCLUSION
In designing and administering a professional writing program, then, we have learned that there can be no ideal balance of philosophi-60 JBTC / January 2006 cal and practical concerns. Rather, we need to renegotiate continually the intellectual, ethical, and practical in response to our student population, faculty expertise, administrative goals, and market demands. Four years ago, when we first read Fleming's (1998) "Rhetoric as a Course of Study," we were invigorated by the classroom scene that he urged us to imagine if we are to revive rhetoric as the basis for a liberal education: "young adults learning a rich, specific, but powerful language for talking about discourse; studying the history, philosophy, and science of rhetoric; and developing, through practice, needed intellectual and moral faculties and sensibilities" (p. 185). Today, we know there is an equally worthy classroom scene for professional communication: young (and older) adults developing business Web sites using succinct language; students writing newspaper articles following the who, what, where, why, when, and how formula; future professional writers creating instruction manuals that users can actually follow; and business writers creating bad-news letters that inform without causing hurt or harm. We also know now that neither of these scenes is sufficient or ethical alone. If we are willing to hold both perspectives in tension, newer scenes can emerge that we can feel comfortable with-at least for now. For we anticipate that the pendulum will swing again, and again we will need to respond with flexibility.
Acknowledging that debates about the nature, value, and obligations of professional communication programs have raged for at least 25 years, we understand that these age-old quarrels may be reconciled temporarily but will likely never be resolved. But we hope that faculty and administrators who are considering developing or modifying degrees in professional communication will find in our story that those enduring tensions-between the philosophical and the practical, intellectual investigation and useful skills, theory, and practice-if approached with flexibility and openness to change, can enrich, rather than undermine, their programs.
NOTES
1. Although the degree is called professional writing, we use the term professional communication to refer to these kinds of programs and courses generally.
